New media and the transformation of higher education by Flew, Terry
This is the author’s version of a work that was submitted/accepted for pub-
lication in the following source:
Flew, Terry (2013) New media and the transformation of higher education.
In Invited Presentation, 14 October 2013, School of Humanities and Cul-
tural Industries, Bath Spa University, Bath. (Unpublished)
This file was downloaded from: http://eprints.qut.edu.au/63445/
c© Copyright 2013 The Author
Notice: Changes introduced as a result of publishing processes such as
copy-editing and formatting may not be reflected in this document. For a
definitive version of this work, please refer to the published source:
1 
 
 
New Media and the Transformation of Higher 
Education 
 
Presentation to the School of Humanities and Cultural Industries, 
Bath Spa University, Bath, UK 
 
14 October 2013 
 
Terry Flew 
Professor of Media and Communication 
Creative Industries Faculty 
Queensland University of Technology 
Brisbane, Australia 
 
  
2 
 
Introduction: Death of the University? 
 
One set of public institutions that has seen growing discussion about the 
transformative impact of new media technologies has been universities. The higher 
education sector, historically one of the more venerable and stable areas of public life, 
is now the subject of almost continuous speculation about whether it can continue in 
its current form during the 21st century. Various reports warn that ‘An Avalanche is 
Coming’ (Barber et. al. 2013), and we need to be ready for the ‘University of the 
Future’ (Bokor 2012), while critics have lamented ‘the university in ruins’ (Readings 
1996) and ‘the corruption of the ideals of the liberal university … [with] the incursion 
of managerial methods and terminology’ (Coaldrake and Stedman 2013: 13).  
 
Digital media technologies are often seen as being at the forefront of such changes. It 
has been widely noted that moves towards a knowledge economy generates ‘skills-
biased technological change’, that places a premium upon higher education 
qualifications, and that this earnings gap remains despite the continuing increase in 
the number of university graduates (Machin and McNally 2007). As the demand for 
higher education continues to grow worldwide, there are new discussions about 
whether technologically-mediated education through new forms such as Massively 
Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are broadening access to quality learning, or severing 
the vital connection between teacher and student seen as integral to the learning 
process. Initiatives such as the Khan Academy, where educator Salman Khan has 
enabled over 4,000 lectures to be freely available on the Internet since 2006, and 
which as a mission of ‘a free world-class education for anyone anywhere’, point to a 
new world of Internet-driven learning that is provided online, and no longer 
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dependent on the familiar university apparatuses of lecture halls, timetables, 
campuses and classroom tutorials. 
 
These debates are not new, but their range and intensity has accelerated since the 
1990s. Bill Readings’ The University in Ruins (Readings 1996) argued that the 
modern university had increasingly modeled itself on the structures and governance 
practices of the corporate sector, and was ‘marked by an empty ideal of excellence 
that is itself determined by market criteria of efficiency and applied indiscriminately 
to all activities’ (La Capra 1998: 36). Taking the view that change had not gone far 
enough, management theorist Peter Drucker told Forbes magazine in 1997 that 
‘Higher education is in deep crisis … Already we are beginning to deliver more 
lectures and classes off-campus via satellite or two-way video at a fraction of the cost. 
The college won’t survive as a residential institution’ (quoted in Tapsall 2001). A 
study commissioned by the Australian Federal government in the mid-1990s assessed 
the likelihood of what was known (after Star Wars) as the ‘Deathstar Scenario’, 
where elite universities would partner with global media corporations to deliver 
technologically-based learning around the world, providing prestigious degrees at low 
cost and threatening the very existence of a plethora of less prestigious nationally-
based institutions (Cunningham et. al. 1998). While that study found such concerns to 
be overstated, a subsequent report drew attention to a range of new types of higher 
education providers, ranging from open universities and Internet-based distance 
learning to for-profit companies such as the University of Phoenix and the Kaplan and 
Apollo Groups, and corporate universities established by the likes of Microsoft, 
Motorola, Disney and McDonalds (Cunningham et. al. 2000).  
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This chapter will critically appraise such debates in the context of early 21st century 
higher education. It will discuss ten drivers of change in higher education, many of 
which are related to themes discussed elsewhere in this book, such as the impact of 
social media, globalization, and a knowledge economy. It will also consider the issues 
raised in navigating such developments from the perspective of the ‘Five P’s’: 
practical issues; personal issues; pedagogical issues; policy issues; and philosophical 
issues. The chapter will also include a critical evaluation of MOOCs from the point of 
view of their educational qualities. It will conclude with the observation that while 
universities will continue to play a significant – and perhaps growing – role in the 
economy, society and culture, the issues raised about what Clayton Christensen and 
Henry Eyring term the ‘disruptive university’ (Christensen and Eyring 2011) are 
nonetheless pressing ones, and that cost and policy pressures in particular are likely to 
generate significant institutional transformations in higher education worldwide. 
 
Ten Drivers of Change in Higher Education 
 
We can identify ten key drivers of change in higher education that are transforming 
the sector worldwide: (1) the globalisation of higher education; (2) the rise of a 
knowledge economy; (3) the dispersal of knowledge and the dramatically reduced 
costs of access to knowledge through the Internet; (4) rising demand for higher 
education worldwide; (5) changes in government policies to manage costs of higher 
education and promote differentiation within the sector; (6) changing student 
demographics and new expectations on the part of students about graduate skills and 
knowledge; (7) changing relations to industry; (8) cost pressures on higher education; 
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(9) the rise of new for-profit higher education providers; and (10) the implications of 
global rankings systems for universities. 
 
1. Globalisation of Higher Education 
 
UNESCO (2012) reported that in 2010 there 3.6 million internationally mobile 
students, and that this figure had increased by 78 per cent since 2000. Internationally 
mobile students are those who have crossed a national border to study, or are enrolled 
in a distance education program abroad, and are not residents or citizens in that 
country. They are a subset of the larger number of foreign students, as many seek 
residency or citizenship in the country in which they are studying (UNESCO 2012).  
 
The largest numbers of international students are from China, India and South Korea: 
East Asia and the Pacific account for 28% of all international students, and China 
17% of the international whole. The largest destinations are, again not surprisingly, 
the United States and the United Kingdom, accounting for 30% of international 
student enrolments in 2010 (UNESCO 2012). But the aggregate figures can disguise 
other trends. For example, France, Germany, Russia, the United States, Malaysia and 
Singapore are all countries that both host significant numbers of international students 
and have significant numbers of their own citizens studying abroad, while Australia 
has a very high proportion of international students (25%) among its total enrolments.   
 
Insert Table 1 
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Marginson (2010) emphasises that the international movement of students is only one 
indicator of the globalisation of higher education, albeit a very significant one. 
Observing that ‘higher education and knowledge are simultaneously global, national 
and local’ (Marginson 2010: 6963), Marginson identifies four sets of trends that are 
disembedding higher education institutions from their national institutional and policy 
contexts, towards great immersion in global environments: 
 
1. Growing reliance upon international enrolments as sources of institutional 
funding. In the case of Australia, revenue from enrolment of full-fee 
international students increased from 5.8 per cent of university income in 
1995 to 15 per cent in 2005 (Marginson 2010: 6967); 
2. Development of cross-border teaching programs, whether through “offshore” 
campuses, partnerships with local providers, or cross-institutional joint 
degrees. There were, for instance, 200 international branch campuses in 2011, 
including 78 from the United States, 27 from France, and 25 from the United 
Kingdom (Bokor 2012: 10); 
3. The growing importance of international sources of research funding, and 
international collaborative research project teams; 
4. Cross-border accreditation of programs.1 
 
2. Higher Education and the Knowledge Economy 
 
The concept of a knowledge economy – discussed in Chapter Nine – draws attention 
to the rise of knowledge-based industries and the intensified ‘knowledge quotient’ of 
all industries, as well as the growing importance of innovation and the ways in which 
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the Internet and digitally networked media have greatly accelerated the production, 
distribution and use of new knowledge (David and Foray 2002). In the context of the 
knowledge economy, the quality of the education system has become a critical 
variable in the comparative economic performance of nations, particularly in relation 
to its capacity to promote lifelong learning that enables people to continuously 
upgrade and adapt their skills in the context of rapid technological and structural 
change (World Bank 2007).  
 
Coaldrake and Stedman observe that ‘the relationship between technological change 
and education arises not only when mechanisation replaces certain types of lower-
skilled labour … but also when technology can make more valuable those workers 
who have the ability to use the new tools’ (Coaldrake and Stedman 2013: 15). The 
result is ‘skills-biased technological change’ where, on average, the gap in earnings 
between higher education graduates and those without a higher degree remains large 
and indeed growing, despite the substantial increase in the number of university 
graduates. The policy implication of new growth economics, and the associated 
concept of human capital (Mokyr 2002; Warsh 2006; Romer 2007), was that ‘the 
total value of a qualified population was more than the sum of the individual parts, 
and that one person’s degree could add value to that of another, leading to higher 
levels of creativity, innovation and productivity’ (Coaldrake and Stedman 2013: 17). 
Such claims echoed with academic literature that speculated that the future of the 
workforce lay with the skills and attributes of what Robert Reich (1992) termed 
symbolic analysis (Reich 1992) and Richard Florida (2002) the creative class.  
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It was on bases such as these that governments in the 2000s invested heavily in 
higher education. The Blair Labour government in the United Kingdom set a target in 
1999 for 50 per cent of 18 to 30 year olds to have participated in higher education by 
2010, and in 2009 the Rudd/Gillard Labor governments set a target of 40 per cent of 
Australians aged between 25 to 34 to have a higher degree by 2025. Sweden has set a 
target of 50 per cent of its population to have enrolled in higher education by the age 
of 25, while Barack Obama has indicated that he intended the United States to have 
the highest proportion of its young people with tertiary qualifications in the world 
(AACSB International 2011: 39).  
 
3. Digital Networks and the Dispersal of Knowledge 
 
The nexus between a knowledge economy and universities is intuitively strong. If a 
new premium has been placed on the production, distribution and use of new 
knowledge in the global economy, then investment in universities as the institutions 
primarily associated with its development and dissemination would appear an obvious 
national policy response. But the commitment to investing in new knowledge by 
investing in universities and promoting growth in higher education also comes at a 
time when the Internet has profoundly changed all aspects of the global circulation of 
knowledge.  
 
In Too Big to Know, David Weinberger (2012) points to five features of the Internet 
that fundamentally transform the nature of how we understand and make use of 
knowledge: 
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 Abundance: there is now an almost immeasurable volume of data, 
information, analysis and opinion available online, continuously updated and 
available in real time, meaning that the Internet ‘provid[es] the public not just 
with an education and a local library but with one-click access to a near-
infinity of works of knowledge and culture’ (Weinberger 2012: 173); 
 Linking: search engines enable the seamless linking of information, and the 
user to make continuous connections between one idea and another, so that 
‘the accumulation of links makes the accumulation of content on the Net ever 
more usable (because it can be found) and valuable (because a context grows 
around each piece of content)’ (Weinberger 2012: 67); 
 Permission-free publication: since publication is open-ended and there are 
near-zero barriers to publication (other than having a computer, appropriate 
software, and not breaching laws of various kinds), the historical role played 
by ‘knowledge clubs’ of expert scholarly communities is now under 
continuous challenge, and the onus has switched to users themselves to be able 
to identify quality sources of information; 
 Public knowledge: processes of knowledge creation have now been opened up, 
so that scholarly articles as the ‘final word’ on a subject co-exist with drafts, 
metadata, commentaries, and various forms of technologically-mediated 
human interactions around the subject, providing the public with new insights 
into how knowledge is produced without the traditional ‘filters’ that have 
applied to peer-reviewed publication; 
 Unresolved: a paradox of the proliferation of information and knowledge 
claims is that it is not leading us closer to shared truths, but is rather revealing 
the extent of contestation about knowledge claims, and the degree to which 
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knowledge is tied up with questions of politics, belief, peer communities and 
received opinion. Weinberger observes that ‘the old Enlightenment ideal [of 
knowledge] was far more plausible when what we saw of the nattering world 
came through filters that hid the vast, disagreeable bulk of disagreement’ 
(Weinberger 2012: 174). 
 
The paradoxical implication of such developments is that, while the Internet and other 
associated developments have demonstrated the growing centrality of knowledge, it 
has also de-centred the university and scholarly academic communities as the 
privileged sites for its production, distribution and use.  
 
4. Rising Demand for Higher Education Worldwide 
 
There is ample evidence of the growth in demand for higher education worldwide. 
The OECD found that, in 2010, 40 per cent of people aged between 18-29 had 
obtained, or were obtaining a tertiary qualification in 2010, which constituted a 100% 
increase since 1995 (OECD 2012: 21). The proportion of students entering university-
level education increased by nearly 25 percentage points on average in OECD 
countries between 1995 and 2010. The sharpest rises were in Australia, Austria, South 
Korea and the Czech Republic, with only Finland, New Zealand and Hungary 
showing a decline over this period (OECD 2012: 17). Outside of the advanced 
industrial nations, the transformations have been even more stark. Tertiary education 
participation rates, measured by the percentage of 18-22 year olds undertaking post-
secondary education, grew between 2000 and 2010 from 15% to 29% in East Asia 
and the Pacific, from 8% to 26% in China, from 9.4% to 17.9% in India, from 22.6% 
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to 40.5% in Latin America, and from 21% to 30% in the Middle East and North 
Africa (Bokor 2012: 7).  
 
Such large-scale and sustained growth in higher education has entailed the transition 
from elite to mass to universal higher education. Trow (2007, 2010) has identified the 
decisive shift from elite to mass higher education has having occurred in the United 
States and Western Europe in the 1960s and 1970s; in more recent times, countries 
such as China, India and South Korea, as well the East Asian and Latin American 
regions, have been experiencing a similar transformation. Further growth after the 
1980s has meant that ‘enrolments in the higher education institutions of every rich 
democracy grew during the postwar years, from 5% just before and after World War 
II to 30–50% of the relevant age groups at the turn of the millennium’ (Trow 2007: 
247). Trow defines the three phases in the following way: 
 
(1) elite—shaping the mind and character of a ruling class, a preparation for 
elite roles; (2) mass—transmission of skills and preparation for a broader 
range of technical and economic elite roles; and (3) universal—adaptation of 
the ‘whole population’ to rapid social and technological change (Trow 2007: 
244). 
 
Further distinctions between these three ‘ideal types’ of higher education are shown in 
Table 2. 
 
Insert Table 2 
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One complicating factor in this account is that the rise of mass or even universal 
higher education does not entail the end of elite universities. Rather, expansion in the 
number of those undertaking higher education, and the associated growth in the 
number of degree-granting tertiary institutions, serves to enhance the positional good 
dimensions of degrees from elite universities and, with this, status-based competition 
among providers. As Simon Marginson has observed: 
 
Elite universities are partly beyond economics. They need resources, but 
resources are the means to more fundamental ends: the education of future 
leaders, research, institutional social position and historical power (Marginson 
2013: 364). 
 
The question of how status hierarchies are maintained and reproduce themselves over 
time, but are also challenged in an era of mass-universal higher education, draws 
attention to the relationship of government policies to the shape of national higher 
education systems.  
 
5. Government Policies and the Changing Shape of Higher Education 
 
The expansion of higher education worldwide has been driven by the policies of 
national governments that have underwritten – in part or in full – student enrolments. 
Governments remain the primary funders of both basic and applied research, and the 
commissioners of new universities and campuses to accommodate the growing 
number of students, teachers and researchers engaged with the higher education 
sector. Government involvement with universities is not unproblematic: in many 
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societies there is a concern that governments maintain an arm’s length relationship to 
universities, lest they impinge upon the academic freedom seen as necessary for the 
pursuit of disinterested teaching, research and scholarship. This creates a complex 
dynamic in the relationship between governments and universities where: 
 
Governments are greatly interested in universities being efficient and 
responsive, and universities are equally interested to protect their 
independence from outside influences that might compromise their 
autonomous operations. There will always be, therefore, very close interest in 
how the formal relationship of government and universities is transacted 
(Coaldrake and Stedman 2013: 218).  
 
Marginson (2011) has identified three broad public good aspects of higher education 
that can be seen as warranting public financial support for universities that is in the 
public interest of societies and their citizens: 
 
1. Support for the education of individuals, and for research that leads to the 
generation of new knowledge, as public goods in the economic sense. Public 
goods are both non-rivalrous and non-excludable, and generate positive 
externalities – such as a higher aggregate level of human capital, a more 
skilled and educated workforce, growth in the stock of knowledge, and 
‘breakthrough’ innovations in other fields (e.g. public health) – that are likely 
to be under-supplied in the absence of public support and funding; 
2. Universities as scholarly institutions where the nature of the public good, 
understood in a more socio-political and normative-philosophical sense, can 
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be debated in environments free of coercion and other forms of external 
constraint. As Marginson notes ‘At best, public good ties universities into a 
larger process of democratisation and human development …  it is widely felt 
that public higher education should be open, egalitarian and accountable to the 
larger community beyond higher education’ (Marginson 2011: 418); 
3. Universities as institutions that contribute to the public sphere, and where new 
ideas can be not only created and disseminated, but also critiqued and 
challenged. In contrast to Jürgen Habermas’s pessimistic account of the media 
as institutions of the public sphere, Marginson observes that universities ‘have 
a notable capacity to … [and] contain much diversity of world-view, location, 
interest, project and discipline’ (Marginson 2011: 419).  
 
The complicating factor is that the activities that generate public benefits that 
warrants government support simultaneously generates private benefits to individuals 
and institutions. An individual acquiring a degree both contributes to a more educated 
society and to the skills base of the national economy, and positions themselves to 
acquire a significantly higher personal income over their career than a person without 
such a qualification. Moreover, considerable research on the class composition of 
graduates indicates that such benefits accrue disproportionately to those of middle-
class and upper-class backgrounds, despite decades of equity measures to broaden 
access and participation in higher education. Similarly, publicly-funded research 
contributes to the overall stock of knowledge, but also enhances the status position of 
those universities who receive such funding. As research funding tends to go 
disproportionately to elite universities, this further enhances their elite status, and the 
gap between themselves and newer universities that may have more of an applied 
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research focus or an equity-oriented student profile is therefore likely to grow.   
 
6. Changing Student Demographics 
 
The question of what universities should do has not been a historically settled matter. 
For J.H. Newman, writing in the mid-19th century, the university was primarily a 
teaching institution, designed for the pursuit of knowledge and learning for its own 
sake, as an essential part of what it is to be human. For Wilhelm von Humboldt, and 
the tradition of the German university he helped to establish in the early 19th century, 
the university was a teaching and research institution, with each function feeding off 
of the other, advancing knowledge through the ‘ungovernable spirit’ of free and 
disinterested scholarship. Writing in 1963, Clark Kerr, then-President of the 
University of California, understood the modern university as a ‘multiversity’ 
engaged in teaching and research, and animated by its ability to contribute to 
‘modernisation … continuous discovery, change, growth and national development’ 
(quoted in Marginson 2008: 4). 2 
 
Implicit in all of these models is the idea of the student as a disinterested pursuer of 
knowledge, motivated to learn by the desire for knowledge for its own sake. But the 
‘love to learn’ motivation has long co-existed with that of the ‘learner-earner’. Higher 
education is driven by both public good and private benefit criteria, and the turn 
towards mass higher education has arguably made the latter set of motivations more 
visible, as the demographic base of enrolments has been extended to a wider spectrum 
of age-based cohorts, to people engaged in the workforce, and those who require new 
qualifications in order to reskill for new occupations.  
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Digital media technologies enable the more flexible delivery of education beyond the 
traditional classroom context, and it has been in this space that new for-profit higher 
education providers have been most active, along with universities seeking to broaden 
their reach beyond the traditional school leaver cohorts. Tapsall (2001) noted that 
open and distance education (ODE) programs have not simply moved from print-
based to online and multimedia resources, but have also shifted priorities to also 
include better reaching ‘worker-students’, broadening the student enrolment base, and 
reduce the costs of course delivery, as well as broadening access and overcoming 
geographical and other forms of disadvantage, as shown in Figure 1 below.   
 
Insert Figure 1 
 
7. Changing Relations to Industry 
 
The relationship between universities and industry is a complex and multifaceted one. 
As the major employer of university graduates, industry bodies frequently identify a 
need for greater input into what occurs at universities so that graduates are better 
equipped for the workplace. One U.K. report on employability skills concluded that  
‘employers feel ignored by HEIs (Higher Education Institutions)’ (Lowden et. al. 
2011: iii). At the same time, demands for greater industry involvement come up 
against a range of issues, that include the highly variable relationship between 
particular courses and the workplace, from those where particular degrees are directly 
required for accreditation (e.g. law, accounting, medicine, architecture), to those 
where there is an indirect relationship (e.g. business and management education, 
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digital media, journalism), to those where there is little direct relationship (much of 
the arts, social sciences and humanities). There is also the issue that training in a 
scholarly discipline differs from skills development for a particular work task. In a 
fast-changing workplace environment, on-the-job training continues to have 
significant advantages in delivering industry-appropriate skills, whereas a three-to-
four-year university degree better enables graduates to think critically about problems. 
Research into what industry seeks from graduates often draws more attention to the 
need to cultivate generic skills such as project management, working in teams, and 
communication skills, as distinct from those associated with any particular set of 
skills or vocational field (see e.g. Lowden et. al. 2011).  
 
In the context of rapid technological change, firms and industries are increasingly 
seeking ‘just-in-time’ learning of new skills. Industry is also increasingly a competitor 
to universities, providing specialist professional programs in a more tailored way than 
universities can do, particularly in high-end business courses. More generally, 
industry certification of degrees is becoming a more important driver of curriculum, 
as with the role being played by companies such as Cisco and Microsoft in relation to 
computing and information technology degrees.  
 
8. Cost Pressures on Higher Education 
 
The cost of higher education for students has continued to rise around the world. In 
the United States, where total student debt was over $1 trillion in 2013, and 35 per 
cent of students under 30 were behind with their debt repayments, the cost of 
undergraduate tuition rose by 74 per cent between 2000-01 and 2010-11, or at a rate 
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that was 42 per cent higher than the rate of inflation (Barber et. al. 2013: 11-13). In 
the United Kingdom, the decision to deregulate fees by the Conservative-Liberal 
Democrats government in 2012 saw almost all universities choose to set their new 
fees at the allowed maximum rate of £9,000 per year, ‘not because of any real cost 
calculation, but because they feared that anything cut-price would be seen as low 
quality and that they might lose market share or damage their brand’ (Barber et. al. 
2013: 11). This growth in university fees above the rate of inflation has been 
occurring at a time when, in the U.S. and Europe in particular, the value of a higher 
degree is being questioned in the context of high rates of youth unemployment, high 
levels of graduate unemployment, and declining average incomes.  
 
In his study Higher Education in the Digital Age, William Bowen (2013) identified 
factors driving up costs in higher education as including: 
 
 Difficulties in substituting technology for labour in an activity (teaching) that 
is strongly associated with personal relations; 
 The use of student:staff ratios as a proxy measure for the quality of teaching at 
different universities; 
 Institutional rigidities that make it more difficult to close programs with low 
enrolments and shift staff from one teaching field to another, as compared to 
the relative ease of establishing new courses, research centres etc.; 
 The pressure to ‘buy the best’, particularly ‘star’ researchers, in order to 
enhance research status and associated perceptions of quality; 
 Increased expenditure on student support services as the range of students 
enrolling diversifies in terms of background and personal circumstances; 
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 Mismatching between student expectations and those of other stakeholders, 
including government policy-makers. For example, the pressure to be research 
leaders arising from various university ranking exercises (discussed below) 
may divert resources from teaching activities, which are primarily what 
students are paying for.  
 
Bowen concludes that, at least in the U.S. context, ‘academic leaders must look 
explicitly for strategies to lower costs’, not simply ‘economising around the edges, 
and putting off bigger—and harder—choices’ (Bowen 2013: 63). He concluded that 
‘if higher education does not begin to slow the rate of increase in college costs, our 
nation’s higher education system will lose the public support on which it so heavily 
depends’ (Bowen 2013: 63).  
 
9. The Rise of For-Profit Higher Education Providers 
 
While there have been private universities for almost as long at universities have been 
in existence – in the U.S., Yale, Harvard, Stanford, Princeton and Columbia 
Universities are all private institutions, as is MIT – the for-profit higher education 
provider is a more recent development. These include so-called corporate universities, 
such as Disney University, Mototola University, and the General Electric Leadership 
Development College, which have spun off from being corporate human resources 
and training centres to make their programs more widely available (Meister 1998). 
They also include private for-profit universities such as the University of Phoenix, 
Kaplan University and DeVry University. In the United States, where the for-profit 
university sector is most developed, enrolments in for-profit degree-granting 
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institutions were just over 2 million, and accounted for 13.3% of total enrolments in 
2010, increasing by 380% between 2000-2010; in 2000, there were 450,000 
enrolments in for-profit degree-granting institutions, or 3.8% of total enrolments (U.S. 
National Centre for Higher Education Statistics 2013). They account for 43 per cent 
of online-only students in the U.S., as compared to 11 per cent of the total higher 
education student population (Coaldrake and Stedman 2013: 133).  
 
Cunningham et. al. (2000) associated the growth of for-profit private universities with 
the rise of ‘the working adult market which is demanding more practical, relevant 
qualifications delivered in a manner which takes account of the competing time and 
energy demands on adults’ (Cunningham et. al. 2000: xvi). The largest for-profit 
higher education provider in the United States is the University of Phoenix, which is 
the largest university in the U.S. with 307,000 enrolments in 2010. Other large for-
profit institutions include Kaplan University, Ashford University, Liberty University 
(an evangelical Christian university headed by Jerry Falwell), and DeVry University, 
which also includes the Keller School of Management. A notable feature of the for-
profit universities is that they disaggregate academic roles of curriculum developer, 
teacher, researcher and examiner; they typically rely upon adjunct teaching staff, 
undertake little research, and offer vocationally oriented courses and ‘just-in-time’ 
education tailored to industry needs rather than a comprehensive curriculum.   
 
10. Implications of Global Ranking Systems 
 
Global university ranking systems have come to be of vital importance in shaping the 
conduct of universities, as well as the understanding of current and prospective 
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students, government policy makers, and academics themselves of the overall quality 
of different universities, and who are the national and international leaders in different 
fields. The leading international ranking systems are the Times Higher Education 
(THE) World University Rankings, QS Top Universities, and the ARWU Index 
developed by Shanghai Jiao Tong University. Information on their weighted criteria 
that form the basis of such rankings is shown in Table 3: 
 
Insert Table 3 
 
Marginson has described these ranking systems as a key element in the globalization 
of universities, where institutional conduct and performance is ‘referenced to the 
requirements and measures of informal global standards, facilitated by worldwide 
publication and by the uneven tendencies to convergence and harmonisation in degree 
structures, recognition and quality assurance’ (Marginson 2010: 6966). He also 
observes that such ‘international benchmarking … [and] performance counting in 
research, and global university rankings, take this process of global relativisation 
further and drive it home into the thinking of university leaders … In each nation, 
governments, media and public have become fascinated by the comparative global 
performance of their institutions’ (Marginson 2010: 6966).  
 
The metrics used in such global university rankings tend to strongly favour long 
established elite universities, and in doing so, tend to enhance their status and 
perpetuate their dominance. Yhis is despite the extent to which trends in the 
knowledge economy, and particularly the distributed and proliferating nature of 
knowledge through the Internet, undercut the implied relationship between scale and 
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longevity and the quality of the institution. As Barber et. al. observe, since ‘only 
universities which have built up vast research capacity and low student:teacher ratios 
can come out on top’, world university rankings perpetuating historically derived 
even though ‘in the era of modern technology, when students can individually and 
collectively create knowledge themselves, outstanding quality without high fixed 
costs is both plausible and desirable’ (Barber et. al. 2013: 6).  
 
 
 
Case Study: Massively Open Online Courses (MOOCs) 
 
Massively Open Online Courses (MOOCs) have become a subject of intense debate 
in the 2010s – universities ponder whether to participate in them, entrepreneurs and 
venture capitalists identify opportunities to make money out of them, academics 
express concern over whether they will devalue learning, campus administrators 
worry about what they will mean for the traditional university campus, and so on. The 
term MOOCs was first used by Canadian academics Dave Cormier and Bryan 
Alexander to describe an open online course they offered in 2008 titled 
‘Connectivism and Connective Knowledge’, presented to 25 on-campus students at 
the University of Manitoba and 2,300 members of the general public who participated 
free of charge. In 2011, Professor Sebastian Thrun at Stanford University offered 
‘Introduction to Artificial Intelligence’ for free, and over 160,000 individuals enrolled 
in the course. Subsequent to this and other MOOC initiatives, the New York Times 
declared 2012 to be ‘The Year of the MOOC’, as start-ups such as Coursera and 
Udacity developed partnerships with elite universities such as Stanford, Princeton, 
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University of Michigan and University of Pennsylvania, while the not-for-profit edX 
platform was launched by MIT and Harvard University.  
 
MOOCs are a variant of online courses that have a well-established history, but 
possess key differences. In their account Massively Open: How Massively Open 
Online Courses Changed the World, Donaldson et. al. (2013) identified key features 
of MOOCs as being: enrolment typically being free for students; courses generally 
not for academic credit; and scalable to a potentially unlimited size. They draw as 
much upon globally available free courses such as those offered by the Khan 
Academy (founded in 2006 by Salman Khan and offering over 4,000 micro-lectures 
in 2013) as they do from open and distance education (ODE) as it has been practiced 
for decades. 
 
While Donaldson et. al. view online education as a sustaining innovation, in that the 
purpose is to enable traditional educational institutions to extend their practices by 
reaching out to those students unable to be physically present in the classroom, they 
view MOOCs as a disruptive innovation in that they are potentially an easy-to-use and 
cheaper alternative to traditional university education. The partnerships with elite 
universities have the scope to overcome a limitation faced by other for-profit online 
providers, namely that cheaper online courses offered by non-traditional providers are 
seen, almost by definition, as being of inferior quality to conventional university 
offerings. By contrast, MOOC courses are frequently led by high-profile international 
professors, working with large production and assessment teams. For the elite 
universities involved, potential advantages include the possibility of reaching large 
numbers of prospective students worldwide at low cost, promotion of their brands, 
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and the possibility of future commercialisation of their online content delivered in 
these formats (Gallagher and Garrett 2012).  
 
MOOCs have frequently generated controversy. Faculty in the Philosophy 
Department at San Jose State University wrote an open letter to Harvard University 
Professor Michael Sandel, explaining why they were declining to support the use of 
his acclaimed class in Justice in an online format provided on the EdX online course 
platform. Concerns have been expressed about the further privatisation of U.S. higher 
education, and whether MOOCs will be used to replace full-time faculty at non-elite 
universities and colleges with adjuncts and teaching assistants, who would serve as 
nothing more than support staff for the ‘star professors’ who would deliver the 
content. Concerns have been raised in the developing world that MOOCs are a form 
of ‘intellectual neo-colonialism’, displacing the initiatives of indigenous entities such 
as the African Virtual University with off-the-shelf content delivered from the United 
States and devoid of local context. Critics point out that ‘MOOC boosters live in the 
future; actually-existing MOOCs are a far cry from what their champions promise 
they will someday become, which allows us to gloss over any troubling trends in their 
present day iteration’ (Bady 2013).  
 
In his review of the MMOC phenomenon, Sir John Daniel, who was Vice-Chancellor 
of the U.K. Open University from 1990-2001 and a leading international figure in 
open and distance learning, has identified four myths and paradoxes of the 
contemporary MOOC phenomenon (Daniel 2012a): 
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1. Noting that completion rates for MOOCs are currently extremely low – in the 
range of 5-10% - Daniel questions the assumption that the branding of these 
courses with elite universities is a guarantor of quality, since they are often at 
the margins rather than the core of these institutions; 
2. The inability to gain academic credit for completion of a MOOC course runs 
counter to the process of course delivery that sets high standards for 
completion of the course. Daniel observes that ‘what decides whether or not a 
student can obtain a degree is determined not by their mastery of the courses, but 
by the admissions process to the university’ (Daniel 2012a: 15), which he 
considers to fly in the face of experience with leading ODE providers such as the 
U.K. Open University, whose practice has been that ‘entry … is easy; exit with a 
degree is difficult’ (Daniel 2012a: 15). 
3. He observes that, for all of the use of ‘star professors’ as a lure to enrolment, 
MOOCs in practice often rely upon fairly crude pedagogical models of repetition 
of facts and mechanical testing, and would benefit from the engagement of course 
delivery team that have more experience in contemporary practices of course 
design and assessment; 
4. Daniel identifies a basic paradox between ‘the laudable desire … to make 
knowledge the common property of humankind, and to find a business model that 
generates money for doing it’ (Daniel 2012a: 18).  
 
The last point is particularly important since, as Coaldrake and Stedman (2013) 
observe, there have been a range of ventures in low-cost online course delivery, 
including the U.K. e-University, NYU Online, Fathom, AllLearn, and Melbourne 
University Private, which have all been wound up due to financial losses and 
insufficient enrolments. The leading universities involved with MOOCs, such as 
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Harvard, Stanford and MIT, have been very clear that they will not allow these 
ventures to be a drain on their budgets or to in any way dilute their ‘core mission’ of 
on-campus course delivery.  
 
Evaluating New Media and Changes in Higher Education: The ‘Five 
P’s’ Approach 
 
In order to evaluate the significance of this apparent tsunami of changes in the global 
higher education environment, we need a framework through which the relative 
importance of each change to a tangible dimension of the sector, and on learning and 
teaching, can be considered. One model for considering such changes, first proposed 
in Cunningham et. al. (1998), is that of the ‘Five P’s’: 
 
 Practical issues: how can digital media technologies better facilitate the 
delivery of higher education, and what limitations arise for such 
technologically-mediated teaching and learning? 
 Personal issues: what motivates different cohorts of students to undertake 
higher education, and to what extent to such motivations align with new 
approaches to higher education content delivery? 
 Pedagogical issues: what aspects of teaching and learning can be enhanced 
through new media, and what aspects may not be best addressed through more 
technological mediation of teaching and learning? 
 Policy issues: how are governments responding to these new developments, 
and what new issues have they raised for the sector? 
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 Philosophical issues: what do these changes mean for the experience of 
student learning, and for the standing of the contemporary university in the 
wider society?  
 
Practical Issues 
 
Predictions about the ‘death of the university’ have long existed alongside the rise of 
new media, with MOOCs being the latest incarnation of a longstanding debate. In that 
light, we can undertake some ‘mythbusting’ about how the Internet and new media 
will change higher education, in order to better understand the real challenges 
presented to higher education by digital transformations. Two myths are particularly 
important to address: that the Internet will kill off the university campus; and online 
education costs less to deliver than face-to-face teaching and learning. 
 
Myth 1: The Internet will kill off university campuses. 
 
In 2010, Bill Gates observed that since ‘on the Web for free you’ll be able to find the 
best lectures in the world … college, except for the parties, needs to be less place-
based’ (quoted in Coaldrake and Stedman 2013: 130). Commentators have worried 
that universities may go the way of one-time high street retail giants such as HMV, as 
access to educational content online removes the need for campus-based learning, just 
as iTunes eliminates the need to go to the music store (Fazackerley 2013). If you can 
access courses and get degrees online, so the thinking goes, then why accept the 
myriad inconveniences associated with on-campus study: overcrowded lecture halls, 
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difficulties with parking, chattering students, juggling course timetables with work 
and family commitments, campus food of dubious quality, and so on? 
 
The fallacy in these arguments is the assumption that the ‘on-campus experience’ is 
exclusively about accessing course content. It is also associated with socialisation, 
serendipidous learning, peer relations, building contact networks, and engaging with 
lecturers who are highly regarded in their scholarly communities, as well as the 
parties that Bill Gates refers to. For the post-school leaver student cohorts in 
particular, these remain powerful attractors: the conception of ‘universal higher 
education’ identifies it as a particular aspiration of the children of the middle classes, 
and for this group in particular, the attractions of campus-based education remain 
strong.  
 
Indeed, the 2000s saw a boom in the development and renovation of university 
campuses, in what was known as the ‘Eds and Meds’ urban development strategy, 
where university campuses and medical schools are seen as drivers of economic 
activity, bringing new sources of income into cities and regions, enabling the 
development of new skills, creating new jobs, and possibly generating start-up 
companies (Bartik and Ericksek 2008). While the ‘Eds and Meds’ model has been 
criticised as unsustainable (Renn 2012), the fact that it has been pursued is testimony 
to the continuing attractions of the university campus as a place of learning.  
 
Myth 2: Online education is cheaper than face-to-face education.  
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The assumption that online education is cheaper to deliver than face-to-face courses is 
premised on the observation that the marginal cost of delivering any item of content 
to an additional Internet user is near zero, whereas there is a marginal cost involved in 
on-campus student numbers, associated with the size of lecture theatres and seminar 
rooms, the need to employ additional staff, use of on-campus facilities (e.g. parking, 
eating areas, sports facilities), and other infrastructural costs. This ignores the 
considerable fixed costs associated with developing the online content initially, the 
need to continually upgrade the course materials, costs associated with the licencing 
and use of course software, bandwidth costs associated with content delivery, and the 
need to employ people to engage with students enrolled in the course. It was noted in 
an earlier study of new media and borderless education that practitioners warned to 
‘resist the temptation to sell what you do as cost-efficient … do this not because it’s 
cheaper, but because it’s better’ (Cunningham et. al. 1998: 131).  
 
This is not to say that the delivery of courses online cannot be cheaper and/or better 
than traditional methods of face-to-face teaching and on-campus learning. It is rather 
to note that the matrix of costs and benefits is considerably more complex than the 
common assumption that online delivery is inevitably cheaper than the traditional 
lecture/tutorial based models of teaching and learning. Lei and Gupta (2010) have 
provided a more comprehensive analysis of the benefits and costs of online courses 
for institutions, faculty and students. 
 
Insert Table 4 
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Personal Issues 
 
With each expansion of the higher education system, from elite to mass to universal 
higher education, there is an associated diversification of the student cohort. There is 
an expansion in the number of older students relative to the traditional 18-25 year old 
cohort, an increase in those undertaking part-time study or combining study with paid 
work, as well as an increase in the number of women relative to men enrolled in 
courses. The ethnic and racial profile of the student cohort is more diverse, and 
increasingly includes international students in the country for the duration of their 
degree only. There is also an opening up of access to university for the children of 
working class families, as well as those with disabilities or facing forms of 
educational disadvantage. Finally, as noted above, more and more students are 
undertaking their studies off-campus through various forms of open and distance 
education. In Australia, the number of students undertaking off-campus study has 
increased from 5 per cent of total enrolments in 1970 to 15 per cent in 2010; Open 
Universities Australia, a for-profit open learning consortium involving seven 
Australian public universities, quadrupled its enrolments between 2004 and 2010, to 
have over 43,000 enrolments, or 3 per cent of total Australian university enrolments 
(Norton 2012: 24-25).  
 
Such diversification of the student population makes it harder to generalise about the 
underlying motivations to undertake particular courses. At the same time, a common 
and useful distinction is often made between intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to 
study, that provides insights into the relative appeal of different types of course and 
different modes of educational delivery. Intrinsic motivations drive activities which 
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are ‘performed … for the joy gained from the activities themselves’ (Levesque et. al. 
2010: 618), and may include the need for autonomy, the desire to demonstrate 
mastery of a particular field, or the ability to make choices in relation to tasks 
performed. By contrast, extrinsic motivations are those activities that are ‘performed 
as a means to an end’ (Levesque et. al. 2010: 619). In relation to education, reasons 
for undertaking study that have extrinsic motivations include the need for professional 
accreditation; opportunities for career advancement based on acquiring a new 
qualification; the need to upgrade skills related to work tasks; and the possibility of 
better pay or greater job security arising from achieving a particular qualification.  
 
As a general rule, new types of higher education provider are more likely to be 
interested in the learner-earner market segments, particularly for-profit institutions 
that identify a greater willingness to pay for higher education from those who sense a 
direct payoff in terms of higher salaries upon graduation. The preparedness to pay 
may also act as a catalyst for the greater use of digital technologies to enhance the 
flexibility of delivery of courses so that they may better fit the competing needs of 
those already in the workplace. Also, activities most strongly associated with 
extrinsically motivated learning, such as skills acquisition, testing and credentialing, 
best lend themselves to technologically mediated course delivery. By contrast, the use 
of technologically-mediated education associated with courses where intrinsic 
motivations are presumed to be stronger may be more likely to be associated with 
opportunities to ‘deepen’ the learning experience, particularly where the student 
cohort is also predominantly made up of full-time students (Ramsden 2002).  
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Pedagogical Issues 
 
In his discussion of the global growth of large open universities – the so-called 
‘mega-universities’, which have over 100,000 enrolled students – Sir John Daniel 
(2012b) observed that universities worldwide have to balance the three competing 
pressures of access, quality and cost.3 New media technologies feature prominently in 
the decisions surrounding these choices: can technology simultaneously increase 
access to higher education, improve the quality of teaching and learning, and reduce 
the per-student costs of course delivery, or are there inevitably trade-offs between 
these three goals? Daniel concluded that the new mega-universities were showing the 
way in relation to broadening access and containing costs, but the difficulty was that 
the ‘quality’ considerations that universities typically rely upon often bore little 
relationship to the experience of teaching and learning. Rather, they were bound up 
with the age of the institution, the focus on research rather than teaching, university 
ranking systems, the association of quality with exclusivity of access (high student 
fees or entry scores), and the presumption that quality was associated with smaller 
classes and high levels of face-to-face interaction (Daniel 2012b: 9-10, 17-18). 
 
Bates and Sangra (2011: 11-22) identify five reasons for making greater use of ICTs 
in higher education: 
 
1. Enhancing the quality of teaching and learning: in order to do this, it is not 
sufficient simply to use ICTs to augment existing teaching practices. There is 
a need for a more learner-centred approach that goes beyond simply 
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‘accommodating technology to the old ways of doing things’ (Bates and 
Sangra 2011: 12); 
2. Accommodating ‘digital natives’: the risk here is not only an age-based 
stereotyping of one cohort of learners (the ‘Millennials’) as compared to 
others, but a misunderstanding of what all students value from the learning 
experience, which is the use of technology to augment teaching and learning 
rather than simply substituting online materials for face-to-face classes; 
3. Increasing student access and flexibility: growth in online-only courses is 
apparent worldwide, from the growth in for-profit private providers and ODE 
programs to the rise of MOOCs. A question is not only whether traditional 
ways of offering courses best suit lifelong learners, but whether traditional 
university hiring practices remain appropriate – some students may well value 
industry professionals teaching on a part-time or casual basis to more 
conventional faculty, who are typically expected to be researchers as well as 
teachers; 
4. Developing skills and competencies for the 21st century: a core competency 
that is increasingly sought across all occupations and disciplines is ‘embedded 
digital literacy’, or ‘the ability to use information and communication 
technologies in ways that are specific to a particular knowledge or 
occupational domain’ (Bates and Sangra 2011: 20). This points to a need to 
explicitly assess ICT and digital literacy skills, and related communication, 
problem solving and critical literacy skills, in all academic courses and 
disciplines; 
5. Improving the cost-effectiveness of higher education: one challenge is not only 
reducing the per-student costs of higher education, but making more effective 
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use of the most experienced research professors, whose time available for 
teaching is frequently constrained by other demands.  
 
An important implication is that the issue for many universities is not whether they 
adopt e-learning only models or focus exclusively on face-to-face teaching, but 
instead concerns the integration of technology into all aspects of teaching and 
learning in order to advance the student learning experience. Blended learning 
approaches are designed to use technologies to enable new modes of delivery and 
different uses of face-to-face learning time; for example, online content delivery can 
replace formal lectures, and in-class time can be used for more peer group interaction 
or task-oriented learning. Similarly, so-called ‘star’ research professors may pre-
record their lectures online, and participate in online chat sessions with students at 
designated times, rather than being expected to be available for lectures at the same 
time each week. Bates and Sangra also note that while e-learning ahs been dominated 
by centralised learning management systems such as Blackboard and WebCT, where 
teachers and administrators control access to knowledge, the impact of Web 2.0 
technologies is pointing towards ‘the creation of learning materials and knowledge 
construction by learners’, including informal learning groups constructed outside to 
the formal university systems (Bates and Sangra 2011: 47-50).  
 
Policy Issues 
 
Governments throughout the world are grappling with a broadly comparable set of 
policy issues in managing higher education. The OECD (2008) has identified the 
main challenges for tertiary education as including: 
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 Balancing national expectations of the tertiary education system and economic 
and social priorities with an appropriate balance between governmental 
steering and institutional autonomy;  
 Ensuring the long-term financial sustainability of tertiary education and using 
public funds most efficiently; 
 Strengthening the quality of tertiary education by developing quality assurance 
mechanisms across an increasingly diverse range of courses and institutions;  
 Ensuring equality of opportunities in tertiary education; 
 Devising appropriate cost-sharing arrangements between taxpayer-funded and 
student-funded learning that do not harm equity of access; 
 Fostering both research excellence and relevance, and building links with 
other research organisations, industry, government, and the wider community; 
 Ensuring the responsiveness of institutions to graduate labour market 
outcomes and providing study opportunities for flexible, work-oriented study;  
 Designing a comprehensive internationalisation strategy, ensuring quality 
across borders and enhancing the international comparability of tertiary 
education. 
 
In relation to the impact of new media on higher education, a critical issue is 
determining what institutions should be accredited with the title of ‘university’, and 
how to ensure that all course offerings are of sufficient quality to meet the reasonable 
expectations of students as higher education consumers. As many of the newer 
providers are for-profit institutions, and as both private and public institutions have 
turned towards user-pays models – these in turn being promoted by governments in 
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recognition of the private benefits of academic qualifications – the significance of 
quality assurance and consumer protection has intensified over recent years.  
 
Norton (2012: 14-19) has observed that the modern university is expected to: be 
active in research as well as teaching; offer a comprehensive array of disciplines and 
courses; be able to self-accredit its courses; maintain academic freedom; be a self-
governing community, receiving government funding but not subject to operational 
control by governments; and pursue social responsibilities and a mission of 
community engagement. Newer universities are less likely to meet all of these 
criteria, being typically designed as credentialing institutions with courses targeted at 
labour market and employer needs, which do not ential a commitment to research or 
community engagement, or a need to offer a broad range of courses. Moreover, online 
modes of course offering do not require close engagement with local communities: 
indeed, where the course is being offered globally, or is the offshore operation of an 
institution in another country, this may be quite inappropriate.  
 
There is much debate about decisions to accredit private universities, or to enable 
them to have equal access to government funding for student support or research. 
Institutions such as the University of Phoenix has been criticised for their low 
graduate completion rates (16 per cent as compared to 55 per cent for U.S. higher 
education institutions as a whole), with critics arguing that they squander public 
tuition funds through inappropriate recruitment practices driven by the pursuit of 
profit (Lamar 2013). Other for-profit private institutions, such as the University of 
Buckinghamshire and the New College of the Humanities in the U.K., have been 
criticised for not linking teaching to research, or for being overly selective in their 
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range of courses or student selection criteria (Barnett 2011). At the same time, such 
criticisms of private for-profit universities draw attention to issues arising with public 
universities. It is now the case that virtually all universities, and particularly elite 
universities, have designated profit centres associated with fee-paying courses, 
research commercialisation, and offshore branding, which may bear only a tenuous 
relationship to their overall mission. Moreover, with the growing tendency to stratify 
research funding to be targeted at the most research-intensive universities, more and 
more public universities are arguably becoming de facto teaching-only institutions, as 
they struggle to attract research grant income. Amidst growing pressures to ensure 
greater institutional diversity in the missions of public universities, the for-profit 
private providers argue that they are at least more honest in projecting themselves as 
essentially teaching-only institutions.  
 
Philosophical Issues 
 
Swirling around these debates are concerns about the idea of the modern university, 
and whether it is being devalued in the face of corporate and governmental agendas, 
for which new media are often presented as a technologically determinist rationale for 
structural and institutional change. For critical theorists, this is couched in terms of 
the commodification of higher education and the rise of managerialism and ‘academic 
capitalism’ (Slaughter and Rhoades 2004), where ‘academic institutions have come to 
resemble the entities they now serve; colleges have been transformed into big 
businesses’ (Miller 2003: 902). Interestingly, conservatives often harbor similar 
critiques of the modern university, although they tend to stress the ‘dumbing down’ of 
curriculum in order to accommodate rising student enrolment numbers, believing that 
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‘increasingly poor courses and programs have driven out the good in universities … 
[and] the interests of academically strong students are sacrificed to the imperative of 
gaining scale economies in program delivery’ (Clarke 1998: 55).  
 
Yet for all of this critique of the new university, there is also wariness about simply 
advocating for the status quo. While critiquing the ‘corporate university’, Toby miller 
has also been highly critical of traditional humanities’ claims that ‘leaders will be 
developed who are superior to other people’ through an education in literature, ethics 
and classical philosophy (Miller 2013: 43). He also questions arguments that 
humanities scholarship is ‘owed a living’ by funding bodies and other disciplines, 
seeing them as being based upon a ‘discourse [that] derives from an extremely 
hidebound class, gender, and race politics, even when it is mobilized in the supposed 
service of progressive causes’ (Miller 2013: 11). James Curran (2013) has argued that 
claims about newer courses such as media and communications lacking scholarly 
rigour or leaving graduates poorly placed in the jobs market are not backed at all by 
empirical evidence, and say more about prejudices that derive from the traditional 
humanities, or perhaps from an increasingly beleaguered traditional journalism.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Rather than reiterate the arguments of this chapter, it is perhaps worth concluding 
with observations of how the more traditional roles, functions and contributions of the 
university are being, or can be, reconfigured in the context of new media and a global 
knowledge economy. The rise of digital humanities is pointing towards critical 
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scholarship in the humanities and social sciences that are not simply about using 
computers for traditional HASS sector research priorities, but are instead about how 
‘computational logic … [and] computational techniques … have profound effects on 
all aspects of the disciplines’ (Berry 2012: 13) and the challenge is to understand the 
human dimensions of software, platforms and code, and the ‘materiality of this 
growing digital world’ (Berry 2012: 17). By addressing historically grounded binary 
oppositions between ICTs and culture, between humanistic scholarship and 
computational code, there are new opportunities for universities to bring to the 
forefront their democratic and public good role. As Marginson has observed: 
 
The communicative aspect of universities are now centrally important to the 
evolution of their public character, more so in the global dimension … Many 
universities are good at the one-way broadcast of self-interest, in the manner 
familiar to capitalist societies. Though most universities neglect two-way 
flows and flat dialogue, they have the technologies and discursive resources to 
conduct plural, de-centred conversations. If so the university needs to more 
explicitly value its own contributions to public debate and policy formation; 
and in its incentive systems to favour not just the creators of saleable 
intellectual property but socially communicative faculty (Marginson 2011; 
430).  
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Table 1 
Major Source and Destination Countries for International Students, 2010 
 
 Source countries (‘000) Destination countries (‘000) 
1 China (568) United States (684) 
2 India (211) United Kingdom (390) 
3 South Korea (127) Australia (271) 
4 Germany (105) France (259) 
5 Turkey (72) Germany (200) 
6 France (68) Japan (141) 
7 Russia (62) Russia (129) 
8 Malaysia (58) Canada (95) 
9 United States (55) China (71) 
10 Morocco (54) South Africa (60) 
 
Source: UNESCO 2012. 
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Table 2 
Characteristics of Elite, Mass and Universal Higher Education 
 Elite (0-15%) Mass (15-50%) Universal (50% +) 
Attitudes to 
access 
Privilege of birth or 
talent 
Right for those with 
appropriate 
qualifications 
Obligation for 
middle and upper 
classes 
Functions of 
higher 
education 
Shaping mind and 
character; 
preparation for elite 
roles 
Transmission of 
skills; preparation 
for wider range of 
professional and 
technical roles 
Adaptation of 
‘whole population’ 
to rapid social and 
technological change
Curriculum 
and forms of 
instruction 
Highly structured; 
based around 
academic 
conceptions of 
knowledge 
More modular, 
flexible and semi-
structured sequence 
of courses 
Boundaries and 
sequences break 
down, as do 
distinctions between 
types of ‘learning’ 
Student 
‘career’ 
Undertaken after 
secondary school as 
uninterrupted period 
of life 
More deferred entry 
and mature-age entry
Softening of 
boundaries between 
formal education, 
work and other 
aspects of life 
Institutional 
characteristics 
Homogeneous with 
high and common 
standards; many 
students on-campus; 
campus separate 
from wider society 
More diverse 
standards; mixed 
residential or 
commuting; campus 
more integrated into 
the community 
Great diversity with 
no common 
standards; many 
students rarely or 
never on campus; 
boundaries weak or 
non-existent 
Locus of 
power, 
decision-
making and 
academic 
administration 
Collegiate; elite 
group with shared 
values and 
assumptions; 
‘academic amateurs’ 
selected as 
administrators by 
peers 
Rise of the full-time  
‘academic-
administrator’; 
growth in 
professional 
bureaucracies 
Full-time academic 
managers drawing 
on business 
management 
techniques; 
appointments from 
‘outside academe’ 
Access and 
selection 
Meritocratic based 
primarily on school 
performance 
Meritocratic based 
on multiple criteria; 
equity provisions for 
under-represented 
groups 
Open access with 
targeted support for 
under-represented 
groups 
 
Source: Trow 2007: 244.  
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Table 3 
Weighted Ranking Criteria of Three Global University Ranking Systems 
 
Times Higher Education QS Top Universities ARWU 
Teaching (30%) Academic peer review 
(40%) 
Education: Alumni 
winning Nobel Prizes and 
Fields Medals (10%) 
Research: volume, income 
and reputation (30%) 
Global employer review 
(10%) 
Faculty: Staff winning 
Nobel Prizes and Fields 
Medals (20%) 
Citations: research 
influence (30%) 
Faculty/student ratio 
(20%) 
Highly cited researchers in 
21 categories (20%) 
Industry income – 
innovation (2.5%) 
Citations per faculty (20%) Research – papers in 
Nature and Science (20%) 
International outlook – 
students, staff and research 
(7.5%) 
International faculty ratio 
(5%) 
Papers cited in 
Science/Social Science 
Citation (20%) 
 International student ratio 
(5%) 
Per capita academic 
performance (10%) 
 
Source: Barber et. al. 2013: 21.  
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Table 4 
Benefits and Costs of Online Delivery of Higher Education  
 
 Benefits of online delivery Costs of online delivery 
Institutions Ability to reach a wider range 
of students 
Greater flexibility in class 
scheduling 
Enabling low-cost access to 
wider range of resources 
Reduced costs of 
communicating with students 
Costs of acquiring appropriate 
software and computer 
hardware 
Need to train faculty and 
students on how to use new  
programs 
Need for upgrades, and issues 
of incompatible technology 
Faculty Greater flexibility in how and 
when courses are delivered 
New modes of communication 
and interaction with students 
Ability to use freely available 
online resources as additional 
learning materials 
Ability to engage learning 
instructors and develop 
course delivery teams 
 
Challenges of ensuring all 
students are engaged and 
motivated 
Challenges of learning new 
technologies and programs 
Work overload with student 
emails, questions etc.  
Difficulty in separating 
teaching/non-teaching times 
with 24/7 student access 
online 
 
Students Flexibility in how, when and 
where to participate in 
courses 
Ability to undertake self-paced 
learning 
Some student cohorts may 
prefer absence of formal 
classes and need to travel 
Need to have appropriate ICT 
infrastructure (computer, 
software, broadband access) 
Requires higher levels of self-
motivation and time 
management 
Lack of face-to-face peer 
interaction may be a problem 
for some learners 
 
Source: Lei and Gupta 2010.  
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Figure 1 
 
Relationship between Educational Models and Stages of Open and Distance 
Education 
 
 
Source: Tapsall 2001: 40.  
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1  In the field of Master of Business Administration (MBA) programs, for example, 
which are one of the most internationalised course fields, accreditation by agencies 
such as the European Quality Improvement System (EQUIS) and the U.S.-based 
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) is highly valued as 
a marker of prestige by business schools. 
2  In recognition of both the growing diversity of the modern university and the often 
non-scholarly concerns of academics, Clark Kerr said that he ‘sometimes thought of 
the modern university as a series of individual faculty entrepreneurs held  together by 
a common grievance over parking.’  
3  The mega-universities that Daniel refers to include: China TV University System; 
the Centre National d’Ensignement à Distance (France); Indira Gandhi National Open 
University (India); Universitas Terbuka (Indonesia); Payame Noor University (Iran); 
Korea National Open University; University of South Africa; Universidad Nacional 
de Educación a Distancia (Spain); Sukhottai Thammathirat Open University 
(Thailand); Anadolu University (Turkey); and the U.K. Open University.  
